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error. But unless it is different, iny knowledge of Plato's philo-
sophy implies oblivion of my own.  What is required, if I am
to know Plato's philosophy, is both to re-think it in my own
mind and also to think other things in the light of which I can
judge it. Some philosophers have attempted to solve this puzzle
by a vague appeal to the 'principle of identity in difference1,
arguing that there is a development of thought from Plato to
myself and that anything which develops remains identical with
itself although it becomes different.  Others have replied with
justice that the question is how exactly the two things are the
same, and how exactly they differ. The answer is that, in their
immediacy, as actual experiences organically united with the
body of experience out of which they arise, Plato's thought and
mine are different.  But in their mediation they are the same.
This perhaps calls for further explanation. When I read Plato's
argument in the Theaeietus against the view that knowledge is
merely sensation, I do not know what philosophical doctrines
he was attacking; I could not expound these doctrines and say
in detail who maintained them and by what arguments.   In its
immediacy, as an actual experience of his own, Plato's argu-
ment must undoubtedly have grown up out of a discussion of
some sort, though I do not know what it was, and been closely
connected with such a discussion. Yet if I not only read his argu-
ment but understand it, follow it in my own mind by re-arguing
it with and for myself, the process of argument which I go
through is not a process resembling Plato's, it actually is Plato's,
so far as I understand him rightly. The argument simply as
itself, starting from these premisses and leading through this
process to this conclusion; the argument as it can be developed
either in Plato's mind or mine or anyone else's, is what I call the
thought in its mediation.   In Plato's mind, this existed in a
certain context of discussion and theory; in my mind, because
I do not know that context, it exists in a different one, namely
that of the discussions arising out of modern sensationalism.
Because it is a thought and not a mere feeling or sensation, it can
exist in both these contexts without losing its identity, although
without some appropriate context it could never exist. Part of
the context in which it exists in my inind might, if it was a falla-
cious argument, be other activities of thought consisting in
knowing how to refute it; but even if I refuted it, it would still